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INTRODUCTION

Background

Implementing change at the local level is critical to the achievement of positive child, youth and
family outcomes, particularlyn a statesupervised and countgdministered state. A well

developed Continuous Quality Improvement (CQI) process will be one vehicle taluzivge

forward in PennsylvaniaContinuous quality improvement is not a time limited project or

initiative. Casey Family Programs and the National Resource Center for Organizational
LYLINRZSYSY(i RSTAYS O2ylGAydz2dza ljdzZ t A& AYLINRGS
3Syo0e YI{1Sa RSOAaAA2Yya FyR S@lfdzZd G§Sa Ada LINERI
Pennsylania will support staff in improving their practice which will ultimately lead to healthy

children, youth and families. The Quality Services Review (QSR) is one critical component of the
CQI process that will be used to assess and monitor progress.

Penra & { @ IQFR\Arodéotieveloped in collaboration with Human Systems and Outcomes

(HSO), uses an-ttepth case review method and practice appraisal process to find out how

children, youth and families are benefiting from services received. The QSRagabiaation

of record reviews, interviews, observations, and deductions made from fact patterns gathered

and interpreted by trained reviewers regarding children, youth and families receiving services.
TheQSR Protocaontains qualitative indicators thaheasure the current status of tHecus

childiyoutt’ y R (G KS OKAf Rk & 2 dzii K Q that stltublifiédtirg the y Rk 2 NJ OF N
outcomes that have been achieved thusar ¢ KS v{w aSNBWSa Ia I YSI adz
Practice Model andssociatedstandadswhich have been established to promote a culture of

excellence in serving children, youth and families. The Practice Model was developed through
consensus among those working at all levels in the system regarding the actions necessary to
promote soundoutcomes.

t Sy y aeé iQ8R Bfatotialso designed to capture informatifor the Program
Improvement PlarfPIPthat resulted from the most recent Child and Family Services Review
(CFSR). The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (HHSgeddhdwsecond round
of CFSRs in Pennsylvaim2008. Items found not to be in substantial conformity had to be
addressed in the statewide PIP, which was approved by the Administration for Children and
Families (ACF). The QSRs are being utilized asayntwgauge progress in meeting the safety,
permanency and welbeing needs of children, youth and families. During the first year
following the approval of the PIP (July 1, 2@1lIune 29, 2011), Pennsylvania estaldca
baseline for nine specific CFi&#ns needing improvement; during the second year, progress

'C2NJ Y2NB AYyF2NXYIGAZ2Y 2y GKS FNIYSE2N] 2F tSyyade QERPfootoRd /[ 2y (i Ay dz2 dza

%For each of the inome and outof-home cases selected for review, 0BeK A f R 6+ a4 a8t SOGSR a GKS aF20dza OKAfF
asked to rate the childpecific indicators.

Quiality Service Review Prepared by Hornby ZeHl Associates, Inc.
York County Pagel
August 2012



beingmeasured against the baseline on an itéyitem basis. Thephased in approach to this
statewide CQI effort allows for ongoing evaluation and monitoring of child welfare practice in
the Commonwealth. This ongoing monitoring will continue to provide data that will allow the
Pennsylvania Office of Children, Youth and Fantid®tter monitor the quality of practice
across the Commonwealth.

Methodology

For the purposes of selectingsample for the QSR, each county has been assigned to one of
eight strata based on the number of dependent (including dependent/delinquent) children it
served during federal fiscal year 2008orkCounty falls intestratum 11} meaning that there
were 15 cases selected for reviewsixin-home cases andine placement casesne of which

gl & I aarlTNBrRomd baindedisfamilpased and was selected fororkCounty
from a list provided by the county of families with operhiome cases odanuary 18, 2012

The placement sample is chitchsed and was selected f¥orkCounty from a list provided by
the county of those children in owgf-home placement on the same date.

The proportion of casesndomlyselected 40 percent inthome and60 percent out-of-home,
roughly reflects the proportions used by ACF duringaBi@8onsite CFSR. For each of ihe

homecases selected for review, one child wasdomlyd St SOG SR Fa (GKS &F20dza
whom reviewers were asked to rate the chfecific mdicators.

The QSR process combines the use of focus groups and key stakeholder interviews with the use
of in-depth case reviews to create a muitiethod qualitative inquiry process.

Focus group and key stakeholder interviews provide information alomad practices,

resources, collaboration, coordination, and working conditions that helps to provide context for
and explain the casspecific review findings which provide a set of mipmnt, dril-down

analyses that reveal how well children, youthdaheir caregivers are benefiting from practices

and services they are receiving in local sites. The réerd macreviews of practice are

combined to develop a bigicture understanding of local review results and factors theate

shaped current outcone The QSRrocess measures both:

¢ the current status of the family including both the parents or caregiverstiaad
selected focus child for thome casesand
¢ the quality of practice exhibited by the county.

% &Kl NBR OFasSé NBTFTSNE (2 (GKS aKIFNAYy3 2F NBALRYaA oohofaithetCodng NJ G KS Ol N.
Child and Youth Agencies (CCYA) or Juvenile Probation Offices (JPO), or both concurrently, and to the families offthe youth.include

adjudicated delinquents in the CCYA administered Title Foster Care Maintenance Program.

I aFblYAAERE Al YLX S YSEya GKFG SIEOK FLYAfte Ay GKS LRLMAFGA2ny NBLNBASY!
O2y (N} 2G-06B2SREGOKNXTLIRSE Ay KAOK SIOK OKAfR ¢2dzZ R NBELMNEBSYG | aAay3ts
represented in the sample by multiple children).
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YorkCounty conducted its QSR owexdays inApril2012 Over the course of the revied61
interviews were conducted, an averageldf.7interviews per case.

Thestatus indicatorsneasure the extent to which certain desired conditions relevant to safety,
permanence and welbeing are pesent in the life of the chilgouth and the parents

caregivers Changes in status over time may be considered the-tegar outcomes at a given
point in the life of a case. In measuring chitulth and family status, the QSfnerallyfocuses

on the mast recent 30 day period, as of the review date.

Practice indicatorson the other hand, measure the extent to which best practice guidelines are
applied successfully by members of the team serving the familychitdlyouth. Regardless of
any change otalck of change in the status of the cases examined, these indiggaesally

identify the quality of the work being done within the 90 ddgading upto the review.

The QSR instrument uses a Likert scale of 1 to 6 for each indicator, with a score of 1

rS LING & Sagvieraéy JLIBINF 2 NY Iy OS FyR I d402NB 2F ¢ NBLINB
LISNOSyGF3IS 2F OFrasSa NIGSR Fa alF OOSLIitoftSé |yR
gAGK a02NBa 0SiG6SSYy ™M YR o NBdcinS befvgeind ghd (K S
c NBLNBaSyiliAy3d GKS 4l OOSLIilIofSé¢ NI¥y3aSo

Feedback from the focus groupad key stakeholder interviews is us@dconjunction with
resuls of reviewed cases andcorporated into the Next Steps Meeting so that the county can
utilize this information in the development afs county improvement planParticipants
includedYork CountyChildren, Youth and Families case workers, supervisorspnandgers
Each group identified key strengths and challenge¥ fwkCounty and offered aumber of
recommendations to improve outcomes for children, youth daahilies Information gleaned
from the focus groups and interviews is included within this rep@tiemes which are not
attributed to specific review indicators are outlined in the Qrigational Considerations
section.

How the Report is Organized

This report consists of five major sections, all of which explain the findings dfatk€ounty

QSR. The demographics section gives the descriptive characteristics of the children/youth and

their families. The tables in the demographics section are broken outlgnre, outof-home

and are compared, when possible, to the entiferkCounty¥ 2 & 4 SNJ Ol NB LJ#LJdzt | (A 2
is used in tables where no data are available or applicable. The next two sections summarize

the ratings for each indicator in the Child/Youth & Family Domain and the Practice Performance
Domain. A pie chart is display&r each subndicator providing the proportions of applicable

cases rated acceptable and unacceptable. Below the pie charts a tpbtvided that gives

the frequency of ratings, one through six, for each indicator. A summary of the indicatorsrating

is provided at the end of each section. Here the identified strengths and areas needing
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improvement from the QSR are explored. The final section of this report lists key questions
that county staff may ask themselves in regard to the findings of tHe. QS

More detailed information on the QSR methodology, including sampling, definitions of
indicators and scoring, may be found in fRennsylvania Quality Service Review Protocol
Version 2.0

® http:/www.pacwcbt.pitt.edu/Resources/PA%20QSR%20Protocol%20Version%202%200.pdf
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CHILDYOUTHDEMOGRAPHICS

As noted earlier, of th&5 cases reviewed ilWorkCountysixwere inhome cases andine were
out-of-home casespne of which was a shared case. Demographic breakdowns of the sampled
casesandork/ 2dzy e Qa F2a0SNJ OFNB L}RLJz A2y | NB

Foster Care

Out-of-home CombinedTotal Population6
Male 2 33% 4 44% 6 40% 47%
Female 4 67% 5 56% 9 60% 53%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%

- In-home Out of- home ComblnedTotaI Population

Age

0¢6 1 17% 2 22% 3 20% 40%
7¢14 5 83% 3 33% 8 53% 37%
15¢ 18 0 0% 3 33% 3 20% 23%
19 + 0 0% 1 11% 1 7% 0%
Total 6 100% 9 100% 15 100% 100%

Figurel: Sex and Age of Focus Children/Youth and Countywide Foster Care Population

The distribution by gender and age of the children/youth fribra sampled outof-home cases
generally reflects the distribution of children/youth in the York County foster care population.
Oneyouth from an outof-home case was reported to be 20 years asdof the first day of the
review.

Foster Care

In-home Out-of-home CombinedTotal Population

Race/Ethnicity # % o# ] % | # | %
White/Caucasian 6 100% 8 89% 14 93% 69%
Black/AfricarAmerican 0 0% 2 22% 2 13% 30%
American Indian or Alaskan Native 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0%
NativeHawaiianor Pacific Islander 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0%
Asian 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% <1%
Other 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0%
Unknown 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% -
Unable to Determine 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0%
Hispanic 1 17% 1 11% 2 13% 14%
Total 6 | 9]

® Percentages were determined based on the total number of children in cajammary 18, 2012 [n=276].
’ Percentage throughout the report may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding.

8 Reviewers were able to report more than one race for each focus child, in addition to recording whether the child isni¢ Blispizity.

Figure 2: Race anBthnicity of Focus Children/Youth and Countywide Foster Care Population
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The distribution of race, as seen in Figure 2, is relatively similar between the-botme cases

NEOASSHSR I yR 2N] Qa 20SNYff F2aG§SN OF NB LI Lldz
Foster Care
In-home Out of Home Popmmmﬁ

Current Placement %

Birth home (Biological Mother) 3 50% - - -

Birth home (Biological Father) 2 33% - - -

Birth home (Both Biological Parents) 1 17% - - -

Pre-Adoptive Home - - - - 2%

PostAdoptive Home - - 0 0% -

Traditionalfoster home - - 6 67% 44%

Therapeutic foster home - - 0 0%

Formal kinship foster home - - 2 22%

Informal kinship foster home - - 0 0% 31%

Subsidized/Permanent Legal Custodiansh - - 0 0%

Group/congregate home - - 1 11% 9%

Residential treatmentacility - - 0 0%

Juvenile Correctional Facility - - 0 0% 4%

Medical/Psychiatric Hospital - - 0 0%

Detention - - 0 0%

Other - - 0 0% 10%
Total 6 100% 9 100% 100%
Figure3: Current Placement Types of Focus Children/Youth and Countywide FosterRigmealation

CAIdzNE o RAALI Feéa GKS OdzZNNByd LX IFOSYSyid GeLlsSa

foster care population. Three4dmome cases involved children/youth living at home with only
their birth mothers!® Two cases involved chiteh/youth living at home with just their biological
fathers and the last #home case involved a child/youth residing with both biological parents.

The proportion of sampled children/youth currently placed in traditional foster homes is
greater (6P0) than hat of the foster care population placed in tradit@al/therapeutic foster
homes (446). While only fourpercent of the totalYorkCounty foster care populationas
reported as being placed in an institutional/facility settingne of the outof-home samje
cases had children/youth living in these placemeeittings

°Placement settings reported in AFCARS inclpdeadoptive home, relative foster family home, nosiative foster family home, group home,

institution, supervised independent living, runaway and trial home visit.

M 5881 6SFT2NB (GKS NBOASSHE 2yS OKAf RkARkIKIKNI YRIASKRS NENR YNNI KYSOS dr 2 ({KASYN
2yte 0SSy Fd GKS FIGKSNDRa K2YS | 6SS]T (KS Y2iKSNR&a K2YS gFa NBOASHSH
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Identified Stressors o

Mental Health Problems 5 83% 2 33% 7 58%
Insufficient Income 3 50% 4 67% 7 58%
Family Discord/Marital Problems 4 67% 3 50% 7 58%
Lack of Parenting Skills 4 67% 3 50% 7 58%
Difficulty Budgeting 3 50% 3 50% 6 50%
Lack of Transportation 1 17% 5 83% 6 50%
Drug Abuse/Addiction 1 17% 4 67% 5 42%
Inadequate Housing 3 50% 2 33% 5 42%
Unstable Living Conditions 2 33% 3 50% 5 42%
Overwhelming Child Care/Parenting Responsibiliti 2 33% 2| 33% 4 33%
OtherMedical Condition 2 33% 1 17% 3 25%
Emotional Abuse 1 17% 2 33% 3 25%
Social Isolation 1 17% 2 33% 3 25%
Legal Problems 1 17% 2 33% 3 25%
Mental Retardation 1 17% 1 17% 2 17%
Chronic lliness 1 17% 1 17% 2 17%
Alcohol Abuse/Addiction 0 0% 2 33% 2 17%
Recent Relocation 1 17% 1 17% 2 17%
Learning Disability 1 17% 0 0% 1 8%
Sexual Abuse 1 17% 0 0% 1 8%
Physical Abuse 0 0% 1 17% 1 8%
Pregnancy/New Child 0 0% 1 17% 1 8%
Job Related Problems 0 0% 1 17% 1 8%
Incarceration 1 17% 0 0% 1 8%
Domestic Violence 0 0% 1 17% 1 8%
Other'* 1] 17% 0 0% 1 8%
Applicable Cases 6

Figure 4: Identified Stressors dlothers
h@SNI ff X GYSYyE!l tiA K 8ibdebriick ORBF YA E¥a RA & 02 NRK YI NR
FYR afl O]l 2F LI NBy Ay Jdesdtified strésdoés amsoSg\Nie mothess 0f SR | &
the applicable sampled cases, as seen in Figure 4.

Identified Stressors
Family Discord/Marital Problems

2 3 5

Insufficient Income 1 3 4

Difficulty Budgeting 2 2 4
Inadequate Housing 1 17% 3| 50% 4 33%

2 2 4

0 3 3

1 2 3

Recent Relocation
Drug Abuse/Addiction
Unstable Living Conditions

MeKS 20 KSNE a0NBaa2WE ARSYS AFIAD RNFIBANINKS Ly + aOdzadz2Re ol dGdftsS sAlK O
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Identified Stressors

Legal Problems 1| 17% 2| 33% 3 25%
Lack of Parenting Skills 0 0% 3| 50% 3 25%
Physical Disability 0 0% 2| 33% 2 17%
Alcohol Abuse/Addiction 0 0% 2| 33% 2 17%
Social Isolation 1 17% 1| 17% 2 17%
Incarceration 1 17% 1| 17% 2 17%
Overwhelming Child Care/Parenting Responsibiliti 1] 17% 1| 17% 2 17%
Unknown 0 0% 2| 33% 2 17%
Chronic lliness 0 0% 1| 17% 1 8%
Other medical Condition 1 17% 0 0% 1 8%
Sexual Abuse 0 0% 1 17% 1 8%
Emotional Abuse 0 0% 1| 17% 1 8%
Pregnancy/New Child 0 0% 1| 17% 1 8%
Job Related Problems 0 0% 1| 17% 1 8%
Lack of Transportation 1| 17% 0 0% 1 8%
None 1| 17% 0 0% 1 8%
Other*? 1| 17% 0 0% 1 8%
Mental Health Problems 0 0% 1| 17% 1 8%
Applicable Cases 6 | 6]
Figure5: Identified Stressors oFathers
2 KSy aiNBaaz2Na 2F KS FIFIKSNB 6SNB {y?2
RAZOZ2NRKY I NRGEE LINRPOf SY&a ¢ neadykhliedfifthd of tieS

mothers of applicable cases.

Identified Stresors

None 2| 33% 3| 50% 5 42%
Job Related Problems 0 0% 2| 33% 2 17%
Overwhelming Child Care/Parenting Responsibiliti 0 0% 2| 33% 2 17%
Other 1| 17% 1| 17% 2 17%
Physical Disability 0 0% 1| 17% 1 8%
Othermedical Condition 0 0% 1| 17% 1 8%
Pregnancy/New Child 0 0% 1| 17% 1 8%
Insufficient Income 0 0% 1| 17% 1 8%
Inadequate Housing 0 0% 1| 17% 1 8%
Lack of Transportation 0 0% 1| 17% 1 8%
None 2| 33% 3| 50% 5 42%
Job Related Problems 0 0% 2| 33% 2 17%
Overwhelming Child Care/Parenting Responsibiliti 0 0% 2| 33% 2 17%

LTS 42 G KSNE & NB & ama casRk Bay iegorfedl &R0 de2(Ng Ri&K 6 Lyl £ §

gAUK Y23iKSNE
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Identified Stresors (] (] ]
Other 1| 17% 1| 17% 2 17%
Physical Disability 0 0% 1| 17% 1 8%
Other medical Condition 0 0% 1| 17% 1 8%
Pregnancy/New Child 0 0% 1| 17% 1 8%
Insufficient Income 0 0% 1| 17% 1 8%
InadequateHousing 0 0% 1| 17% 1 8%
Lack of Transportation 0 0% 1| 17% 1 8%
Applicable Cases 6 | 6]

Figure6: Identified Stressors o€aregivers

Six ofthe nine appl[cable oubf-home cassreported stressors for an identified caregiver.
2 KSy é}ﬁNséézuh GSNBE ARSYGATFTASR F2NJ OF NBE3IADSNE
LINRPOEf SYaé |yR u%QSNbKSfY(&KS ﬁ)ENESNES&IMNBa&JZMJa

thelnhomecasewaBIBLJzNJJSR Fa I aOdzét]QRé ol GGf Sdé ¢ KS
out-of-Kk2YS Ol gl & NBLR2NISR | G R2LIGA2Y LINRPOSa:

Stressors

Mental Health 3 50% 4 44% 7 47%
Emotional Disturbance 2 33% 2 22% 4 27%
History of Physical Abuse/Inappropriate Disciplir] 0 0% 4 44% 4 27%
History of Emotional Abuse 0 0% 4 44% 4 27%
School Related Problems 1 17% 3 33% 4 27%
LearningDisability 3 50% 1 11% 4 27%
Substance Exposed 0 0% 3 33% 3 20%
History of Sexual Abuse 1 17% 2 22% 3 20%
Undiagnosed/Untreated Behavioral Problems 0 0% 2 22% 2 13%
Mental Retardation 1 17% 1 11% 2 13%
None 1 17% 1 11% 2 13%
Other™* 1 17% 1 11% 2 13%
Chronic lliness 0 0% 1 11% 1 7%
Drug Abuse/Addiction 0 0% 1 11% 1 7%
Alcohol Abuse/Addiction 0 0% 1 11% 1 7%
Premature Birth 1 17% 0 0% 1 7%
Delinquent Behaviors 0 0% 1 11% 1 7%
Developmental Delay 0 0% 1 11% 1 7%
Visual/Hearing Impaired 1 17% 0 0% 1 7%
Suicide Risk 1 17% 0 0% 1 7%

13Revigwers in three owdf-home cases selected "not applicable” for the caregiver stressors.
Y¢KS a2 0KSNE &0 NS ahodeNhsk WaS wiioned dsSRe T ¢ 85 R KSOE ¢/ @2 i K 2 YEp¢ & G NBoato2 NJ ARSY (A FA
home case was reported asOK A f R & S be€auissibpargnitalydaud ndlated charges
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Stressors
Witnessed Domestic Violence

Applicable Cases

Figure 7: Focus Child/Youth Stressors

Figure 7 showsverallthat émentalK S | fwas&eé mostcommonlyidentified stressommong
children/youth Fourof the 11 children/youth in the sample who were enrolled in school were
AGNBaaz2N 27

NBLR2NISR G2 KIF @S |

daldKzz2f

Allegations

Child Protective Services (CPS)

Bruises 1 17% 0 0% 1 7%
Sexual Assault 0 0% 1 11% 1 7%
Incest 1 17% 0 0% 1 7%
Imminent Risk of Sexual Abuse/Exploitation 0 1 11% 1 7%
Environmental Neglect 2 33% 3 33% 5 33%
Inappropriate Discipline 2 33% 3 33% 5 33%
Substance Abuse: Parent 2 33% 2 22% 4 27%
Lack of Food, Shelter or Clothing 1 17% 2 22% 3 20%
Abandonment 0 0% 2 22% 2 13%
Lack of Medical/Dental Care 1 17% 1 11% 2 13%
Mental Health Concerns 0 0% 1 11% 1 7%
lllegal Manufacturing obrugs/Exposure to Drugs 0 0% 1 11% 1 7%
Parent/Child/Youth Conflict 0 0% 1 11% 1 7%
Inappropriate Parenting 0 0% 1 11% 1 7%

Figure8: Allegations

Allegations which led to a case opening were reported for both tHeme and outof-home

cases, as listeth Figure 8. GPS allegations warere frequently noted witht Sy A NB Yy Y Sy G I §

yS3at SOGé YR dA Y beidgiNPmaobtdommod. RA & OA LI Ay Sé

'3Child Protective Servic¢EPS) CPS cases are those with alleged harm, or with threat or risk of harm to the child. These cases include
allegations of physical abuse that result in severe pain or dysfunction, sexual abuse, medical neglect, or lack of supsuitisig in aspecific

physical condition or impairment, psychological abuse attested to by a physician, or repeated injuries with no explanation.

!®General Protective Services (GPSPS cases include most instances of child neglect, including environmental corstitibras inadequate

housing, inadequate clothing, and medical neglect not leading to a specific physical condition (e.g., failure to keemepisointget

prescriptions).
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CHILDYOUTH& FAMILYSTATUDOMAIN

The Child/Youth and Family Status Domain section examines the safety, permanence and well
0SAy3 2F GKS OKAfRkez2dzZikK a ¢Sttt a GKS OF LI
and substitute) to provide support to that child/youttElevenindicators are utilized, with the

indicators generally focusing on the 30 days immediately prior to thsinreview’

SAFETY

The following two indicators focus on the safety of the focus child/youth.

Indicator 1la: Safety from Exposure to Threats of Harm

Safety is the primary and essential factor that informs and guides all decisions made from

intake through case closure. The focus is on identifying stfedats present and/or

impending danger, protective capéies and interventions with caregivers to supplement

protective capacities. The first safety indicator assesses the degree to which the child/youth is

free of abuse, neglect, and exploitation by others in his/her place of residence, school, and

otherdaf @ aSdGAy3aT AG fa2 FIRRNBaasSa oKSUHKSNI (K
provide the attention, actions, and supports and possess the skills and knowledge necessary to
protect the child/youth from known and potential threats of harm in the horsehool, and

other daily settings.

Family Home #1 Family Home #2 Substitute Home School Other Settings

YFor each indicator throughout the report, a pie chart is displayed for eacfinsiitator providing the proportions of applicable cases rated
acceptable and unacceptable.
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Unacceptable Acceptable
Subindicator N 1 2 3 % 4 5 6 %

Family home #1 7 0 0 2| 29% 2 1 2| 71%
Family home #2 3 0 1 0| 33% 1 0 1| 67%
Substitute Home 9 0 0 0| 0% 0 1 8 | 100%
School 13 0 0 0| 0% 0 1] 12| 100%
Other settings 7 0 0 0| 0% 0 0 7 | 100%
Total - 0 1 2| 8% 3 3| 30| 92%

Figure9Y ExposuretoHarh v { w wSadz G a

Figure 9 gives the frequency of ratings for the Exposure to Harm indicator. The majority of
ratings (92%) were acceptable for Exposure to Harm across the five appbedihgs,

meaning the threat of harm to the children/youth was limited. Acceptable ratings were
attributed to the parents and caregivers having the capacity to respond to any threats or
concerns that arise.

The only unacceptable ratings reportéat Family Home #tvererelated totwo in-home cases.
Inonecasedl KS Y20 KSNR& fAYAGSR O023yAGALBS IoAfAGASA
the child/youththat has special mental health needshe second case involves a 12 year old

who expessedafear regarding the shootings that have occurred in his/her neighborhood.

Reviewers expressed concern about a thirth@ame case in which the mother and grandmother

were uncertain about the requirements of the safety plan or whether the planstiisn

effect. Thicase was rated within the acceptable range for Family Home #1 (where mother and
grandmother reside) but not for Family Home, #2K SNBE (1 KS Y2 0 KSN@&d LJ NI Y2
the child frequently staysyas no safety assessment had beempleted for this setting.

Indicator 1b:  Safety from Risk to Self/Others

Throughout development, a child/youth leasto
follow rules, values, norms, and laws established
in the home, school, and community, while
learning to avoid behaviors and actions that can
put themselves or others at risk of harm. The
second safety indicator assesses the degree to
which the child/yuth avoids selendangerment
and if the child/youth refrains from using
behaviors that may put others at risk of harm.
This indicator applies only to children/youth ages three or older.

Risk to Self Risk to Others
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Unacceptable Acceptable

Subindicator

Risk to self 14 0 1 1 14% 2 3 7| 86%
Risk to others 14 0 1 1 14% 2 2 8| 86%
Total 0 2 2 14% 4 5| 15| 86%

FigurelO: "Behavioral Risk" QSR Results

Figure 10 gives the frequency of ratings for the Behavioral Risk indicator. In both the "risk to
self" and "risk to others" domainsgatings in 12 of the 14 applicablesss were found to be
acceptable. While some children/youth have exhibited behaviors that pose a risk to themselves
or others those behaviors and what is thought to trigger them are being addressed and
monitoredin the majority of casesFoster parats were highlighted as providing safe
environments where the children/youth are given the guidance to stabilize their behaviors and
have the opportunity to practice the skills they haaejuiled, such as conflict resolution.

Thefour unacceptable ratingaere reported intwo separatein-homecases in which both risk

to self and others were found to be unacceptailey 2y S Ol &pBomiSckith R&FS Hidkl St
12 year old child/youth was cited agiak toself and the physical altercatioa$the

child/youth andhis/her mother wa<ited as a risk to others.

Additional Safety Data
Timeliness of Investigations

All six inRhome cases reviewed had at least one CPS or GPS report received within the prior 12
months, totaling nine accepted reports of abuse and negl&etchof the nine reports had the
investigation initiated in accordance with state and/or countyefnames® and within the
requirements for a report of the assigned prioritifaceto-face contactvasmade with the
child/youth within the required timeframe fofive reports. Overall, four of the six-lrome

cases were ratedsacd i NB y 3 (i K ¢ in@s8 didhdiidv&stigatidmy S f

Fiveof the ninesampledout-of-hnome cases had at least one CPS or GPS report received within
the prior 12 months, totalingevenaccepted reports of abuse and neglect. s&NVenreports

had the investigation initiated in accdance with state and/or county timeframes and within

the requirements for a report of the assigned priorityaceto-face contactvasmade with

each ofthe childen/youth within the required timeframe. Aflve of the applicable oubf-

home cases wereatedasadd i NSy 3G Ké F2NJ 0KS (mYStAySaa 27

18 State timeframes For CPS allegations the agency has 24 hours to respond to the report. GPS allegations are handled differently in each of
t Syyaet gl yatQa ctv 02dzyiA$s
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PERMANENCY

When measuring permanency, the Child and Family Services Review (CFSR) only examines the
circumstances for the child/youth placedant-of-homeO | NB & t Syyaet dryal Qa
examines the permanency needs of all children and youth, those removed from their homes as
well as those who continue to live with their parents/caretakers.

Indicator 2: Stability

Stability and continuity in a child/youth's living
arrangement, school experience, and social
support network is one factor that provides a
foundation for normal development. Continuity
in caring relationships and consistencysettings
and routines are essential for a child/youth's
sense of identity, security, attachment, trust,
social development and sense of wiedling. This
indicator assesses the degree to which the
OKAf Rke2dzi KQa RIAf & f A Qiapldand frédRfrorh Sk dfidfiskuptians; NNJI Y
their daily settings, routines, and relationships are consistent over recent times; and known

risks are being managed to achieve stability and reduce the probability of future disruption.

This indicator looks retspectively over the past 12 months and prospectively over the next six

Y2y (iKa (G2 FraasSaa GKS NBfIFIGAGS aidloAatAade 2F (K
settings.

Living Arrangement School

Unacceptable Acceptable
Subindicator
Livingarrangement 15 0 3 8 73% 1 0 3| 27%
School 13 0 2 3 38% 2 2 4| 62%
Total - 0 5| 11 57% 3 2 7| 43%

Figurell: "Stability" QSR Results

Over half (57%) of the overall ratings for stability were rated as unacceptablagRédrthe

living arrangement (7) were more likely to be rated within the unacceptable range than

schoolsetting (38%).Four of the six lhome cases were rated unacceptable floe stability of

the living arrangemenbased ori KS T YA f A S& Q wiin-thé BaSt yeadThoNgha A RSy C
thesefamilies are facing future movesnly one child/youth is expected &xperience ahange

in school.

Cases areeviewedfor the last 12 months of the s& andwhat is anticipated fothe upcoming
six monthdor this indicator The living arrangement was rated as marginaldioe out-of-hnome
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casedue to the placement beingonsidered unstable fahe firstten monthsunder review
however, the foster parents are taking steps toward adopting the child/youtta second case
the familyof a child/youth now in foster care experienced multiple moves prior to his/her
removal; the curren{and only known) placement has been stafllae concerrhat a
placement may disrupt was cited He rationale for unacceptal# stability in ahird out-of-
home case

Reviewerseportedthat a lack of stability has negatively affected the emotional slwelhg of
some children/youththiswill be discussed later in the report.

Indicator 3: Living Arrangement

The child/youth’'s home is the one that the individual has lived in for an extended period of
time. For a child/youth that is not in owtf-home care, this home can be the home of his or her
parents, informal kinship care, adoptive parents, or a guardior. a child/youth in oubf-

home care, the living arrangement can be a resource family setting or a congregate care
setting. The child/youth's home community is generally the area in which the child/youth has
lived for a considerable amount of time arglusually the area in which the child/youth was

living prior to removal. This indicator assesses the degree to which the child/youth, consistent
with age and/or ability, is currently living in the most appropriate/least restrictive living
arrangement, cosistent with the need for family relationships, assistance with any special
needs, social connections, education, and positive peer group affiliation. If the child/youth is in
out-of-home care, the living arrangement should meet the child/youth's bassdsas well as

the inherent expectation to be connected to his/her language and culture, community, faith,
extended family, tribe, social activities, and peer group. This indicator evaluates the

OKAf Rke2dzi KQad OdzNNBy (i fAGAYy3I araddz A2y o

Family Home #1 Family Home #2 Substitute Home
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Unacceptable Acceptable

Subindicator

Family home #T 6 0 0 1]17% 0 4 1| 83%
Family home #2 3 0 1 0| 33% 0 2 0| 67%
Substitute home 9 0 0 0| 0% 1 3 51| 100%
Total - 0 1 1| 11% 1 9 6| 89%

Figurel2: "Living Arrangement” QSR Results

As seen in Figure 12, tHeiving Arrangemefitindicator was found to be within the acceptable
rangefor 89 percent of the ratings. Reviewers recognized the effdrsgibstitute caregivers to
provide safe and appropriate homes for children/youth where caregivers meet the specific
needs of the chilcen/youth. Reviewers also recognized that while the current placements of
the foster children/youthwere not always stakland considered as permanency options, they
were the most appropriate settirgfo meet the specific needs of the chiéh/youth at that

point in time Reviewers also recognized the willingness of the county to keep siblings together
whenever possible andppropriate to do so.

The two unacceptable ratings were reported in two separatkame casesFamily khme#1

for one case is in jeopardy due to financial concerns and the threat of eviction. The mother was
reported as having no plan in placedddress these concerns. The child/youth moved in
KAaAakKSNI FIF 0KSNR&A K2YS ONIGSR Fa ClLyYate 12YS |
rated appropriate andicceptable The secondn-home casénvolvesii KS Y2 § KSNID & LI NJ
house(as Family Hom#2), at the time of the revievthe safety in this home had not been

assessed or monitored.

Indicator 4: Permanency

Every child/youth is entitled to a safe, secure, appropriate, and / o
permanent home. Permanency is achieved when the child/youth is

living successfully in a family situation that the child/youth, parents,
caregivers, and other team members believe will emdiifelong. This 47%  53%
indicator assesses the degree to which there is confidence by the
child/youth, parents, caregivers or other team members that the
child/youth is living with parents or other caregivers who véthainin
this role until the child/youth raches adulthood and will continue to
provide enduring family connections and supports into adulthood.

Permanency

°A week before the review the child/youthone caser 2 3SR FTNRBY KA aKkKSNJ Y2IKSNDa NBaARSyOS (2 KAak

OKAf Rke2dziK KIR 2yft& 088y | KA&AKKSNI TFHaiKSNRa K2YS + 6581 GKS Y2U0iKSH
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Where such support is not available, the review assesses the timeliness of the permanency
efforts to ensure that the child/youth will be enveloped in emihg relationships that will
provide a sense of family, stability, and belonging.

‘ Unacceptable Acceptable
Indicator N 1 2 3 % 4 5 6 %
Permanency 15 0 5 2 47% 3 4 1| 53%
Total - 0 5 2 47% 3 4 1| 53%
Figurel3: "Permanency” QSR Results

As seen in Figure 13, the ratings for the Permanency indicator were deemed acceptable in 53
percent of the cases reviewed. Of the eightegeported as acceptable, halivolved outof-

home cases. Of those, twoealikely to result in adoption. The foster family of ay&arold

youth is considering adoptinge youthand another child/youth is residingith a foster family

who is willing to consider adoption

Unacceptable ratings frorthree of the fiveout-of-home casesvere attributed to two issues

reunificationno longer beingn appropriate permanency goal and older yob#ing

unprepared to leave carence they reach the age of maturityhree of the four ases in which

& NB U dzNJwvaske priSaiy permanency goal were rategunacceptable for this indicator.

Parents were given services to address their needs, particularly parenting skills, and to aid in

the reunification with their childrenbut, the parents, specifically mothers, were either not

attending or not attending services consistertlyy Ol 8S& 6 KSNB aNBGdzZNYy K2 Y
permanency goalGoal change options are being considered in these cases but the agency has
discoveredhe current foste parentsare not interested irmdoptingand no fit and willing

relatives have been identified.

Twoout-of-home caseghat wererated unacceptabd involvedyouth 17 or older whdavenot
decided whether they will remain in care past theif"i@irthdays and who have no clear
discharge plans or independent living skills.

In-home casesated within the unacceptable range for permanentystinvolve child/youth

K2 Yl & @SNE f A1 SHeRaviopaBmanlEstaoas$hat reBullesl reing  a

admitted to almental health]hospital with a recommendation of going to a therajie foster

homeg¢ Inthe secondcase the permanency of a child/youttesidingwith his/her mother was

rated unacceptablalue to the child/youthmoving2 dzii 2 ¥ G KS iM@IiKS NI al KKSNCSa
home. The team agreeghis move is in the best interest of the child/youth and there are no

concerns regarding stability or permanency while the child/youth resides with the father.
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In-Home Cases

Primary

Permanency Goal

Concurrent

Foster

Permanency Goal| Popul

Out-of-Home Cases

Remain in Home 6 -

Adoption 0 0% 0 0%
Permanent Legal Custodian /Subsidized Legal Custodian 0 0% 0 0%
Placement with a Fit and Willing Relative 0 0% 1 17%
OtherPlanned Placement Intended to be Permanent/APP 0 0% 0 0%
No Goal Established 0 0% 5 83%
Total 6 6

Caré®

ation

Return Home 4 44% 0 0% 74%
Adoption 2 22% 1 11% 8%
Permanent Legal Custodian /Subsidized Legal Custodian 1 11% 3 33% <1%
Placement with a Fit and Willing Relative 0 0% 2 22% 1%
Other Planned Placement Intended to be Permanent/APP 2 22% 1 11% 14%
Emancipation - - - - 2%
No Goal Established 0 0% 2 22% 0%
Total 9 100% 9 100% 100%

Figure ¥: Permanency Goals of Foc@hildren/Youth and Countywide Foster Care Population

Figure 14 shows the permanency goals of the sampled children/youth and thdselof

[ 2dzy e Qa SYGANB F2a0SNJ OF NB L) Lldzhomédasey ® ¢ KS LJ
NEDASG6SR gl a (2 GNBYFAY Ay GKS K2YSoé ¢KS RA
from the outof-home sample is roughly similar to that of tNerkCaunty foster care
population, with the majority of cases having a goal of "return home."
Severof the nine outof-home cases were reported to have a concurrent g@aahein-home
casewasreported to haveanestablists R 02 Yy OdzZNNB y (i LifabbvdntywvBhyadite 32 |- €
and willing relativet

Appropriateness of Permanency In-home Out-of-home CombinedTotal

Goals # # # %

Primary Goal Appropriate 6 100% 8 89% 14 93%

Concurrent Goalppropriate 1 17% 6 67% 7 47%

Total Cases 6 | 9]

Figure b: Appropriateness of Permanency Goals of Focus Children/Youth

“placement settings reported in AFCARS includesagioptive home, relative foster home, neelative foster home, group home, institution,
supervised independent living, runaway and trial home visit.
2 [t should be nqted that practice in Pennvsy,lvaniuaguetv reqLAJire the e§tab|ishmer1t of concurrent goals fghbme ce}ses,,but ) A
t Syyaet gkyalk Qi LN OGAOS R2S& NB I tomeEased, ki khé evéhethaQrizaiddguth isuifablefo/ A y 3 G 1S |

remain in the home.
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As well as identifying the primary and concurrent permanency goals of the children/youth
involved in the cases reviewed, the appropriateness of the goals was also assessed, as seen in
Figure 15 The primary permanency goal was considered appropriate for all children/youth

with the excepton of one child/youthin an outof-home caseFor this case, the parents and 16
year old youth have mutually agreed they no longer desire to have contacowétanother

and reunification is no longer a goal either wish to work towagisof the severout-of-home

casesn which aconcurrent goal wasstablished were found to be appropriate.

Additional Permanency Data
Caseworker Turnover

The average number of caseworkers assigned to th®me cases under review was 3.0
caseworkers, with ntessthan two workers assigned to each case over its history. The number
of caseworkers assigned to the eaf-home cases under review averaged GaB8a@workers,
with a minimum number of two and a maximum number of 15 workers having been as$fgned.

WELEBEING

The following five indicators examine the wi#ing needs of the child/youth.

Indicator 5: Physical Health

A child/youth should achieve and maintain his/her best attainable
health status, consistent with his/her general physical condition when
taking medical diagnoses, prognoses, and history into account. This
indicator assesses the degree to which thgld/youth is achieving and
maintaining his/her optimum health status. If the child/youth has a
serious or chronic physical iliness, the child/youth should be achieving
his/her best attainable health status given the disease diagnosis and
prognosis.

PhysicaHealth

Unacceptable Acceptable
Indicator
Physical Health 15 0 0 2 13% 2 2 9| 8%
Total 0 0 2 13% 2 2 9| 87%

Figurel6Y Physical Health v { w wSadz (2

Figure 16 gives the frequency of ratings for the Physical Health indicator. The physical health of
the children/youth was rated within the acceptable range for 13h&f 15 cases reviewed. The

2The case with 15 caserkers reported has been opened for over 14 years and involves a youth 20 years old.
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review found that while some children/youth had chronic and/or serious medical conditions,
the medical concerns were being appropriately addressed and closely monitored by the agency
and caregivers.

Theout-of-home casan whichan unacceptable rating wasported involveda child/youth

who was diagnosed as morbidly obese and the reviewers found no indication this health issue is
currently being addressed. Thehome case involves a seven year old child who has never
received dental care.

t I NOIAOALI yia 27F diokipfhoted ardtStack ilerSNiEgRhe physidalzdiealth
of children in agency careHealth Care Providers prefer the use of their own releases and
there have been challenges with acceptingthdd Sy O& Q& NXBf S aSa o

Indicator 6: Emotional Wellbeing

Emotional welbeing is achieved when an individual's essential human
needs are met in a consistent and timely manner. These needs vary
across life sparpersonal circumstances and unique individual
characteristics. When these needs are met, a child/youth is able to
successfully attach to caregivers, establish positive interpersonal
relationships, cope with difficulties, and adapt to change. They develc
a positive seimage and a sense of optimism. Conversely, problem
behaviors, difficulties in adjustment, emotional disturbance, and poor Emotional Welbeing
achievement are often the result of unmet needs. This indicator

assesses the degree to which the child/youth, cdesiswith age and/or ability, is displaying an
adequate pattern of attachment and positive social relationships, coping and adapting skills,
and appropriate selifnanagement of emotions and behaviors.

Unacceptable Acceptable
Indicator
Emotional WelBeing 15 0 0 4| 27% 4 5 2| 73%
Total 0 0 4| 27% 4 5 2| 73%

Figurel7Y Endotional Wellbeingg v { w wSa dzf (&

Figure 17 displays the frequency of ratings for the Emotional-déatlg indicator. 173
percent of the cases reviewed, the emotional watling of the cHdren/youth wasrated within
the acceptable rangahile many children/youth were found to have behavioral and/or
emotional problemsthose issues were being addressed by appropriate service providers.
There has been marked improvement in many cases.

Revewersnoted a concern that service intervention had not been provided for some
children/youth, specifically individual counselingnone case a referral was made for
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attachmenttherapy, the child/youth was sent to a trauma therapisistead as the appriate
service was not availahlél'he trauma therapist reportethat the therapy providedlid not
YSSi G(KS OKA fIRandtmede KeQidwery iHtedrcandern abothie emotional
ramifications ofmultiple placement movesxperienced by child/youth; despite the concern,
the case was rated in the acceptable range for this indicator.

Pennsylvania child custody law was amended to require the court to consider the commission

of certain crimes before making a decision related to custodyatiild. When a party or

member of their household has committed one of the enumerated crimes an evaluation is to

be conducted to ensure no threats are posed to the childe requirement for these

evaluations has been extended to dependency proceediny®ik County and during the

ddzLISNIDA a2NBQ F20dza 3INRAzZLIr O2y OSNya 6SNB SELINS
having the evaluations completed in a timely manner #relcost of these evaluations.

Indicator 7a: Early Learning & Development

From birth, a child progresses through a series of stages of learning a
development. The growth during the first eight years is greater titan
any subsequent developmental stage. This offers a great piatdar
accomplishment, but it also creates vulnerabilities if the child's physic: §
status, relationships, and environments do not support appropriate
learning, development, and growth. These developmental years
provide the foundation for later abilitiesnd accomplishments.
Significant differences in children's abilities are also associated with
social and economic circumstances that may affect learning and
development. This indicator assesses the degree to which the young
OKAf RQa RSOSXk2LIBYVSEYadeNI iifz26A 0K GKS OKAfRQ&a |
OF LI OAGASAT YR ¢gKSGKSNI 2Nl y24d GKS OKAfRQA RS
with age and/or abilityappropriate expectations. This indicator applies only to children under

the age ofeight years and not attending school.

Early Learning &
Development

Unacceptable Acceptable
Indicator
Early Learning & Development | 4 0 0 0 0% 0 2 2 | 100%
Total - 0 0 0 0% 0 2 2 | 100%
[

Figue 18Y a9 NI & SIENYyAY3 9 5S@St2LIYSyié v{w w¢

All four cases for which this indicator is ratak rated within the acceptable rangelhree of
the four cases are oubf-home casesAllchildren were reported as developing appropriately
and being onarget with developmental milestone$wo children (one #nome and one out
of-home) were enrolled in Head Start/Preschool.
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Indicator 7b: Academic Status

A child/youth is expected to be actively engaged in developmental,
educational, and/or vocational processes that will enable him or her tc
build skills and functional capabilities at a rate and level consistent wit
his/her age and abilities. This indioatissesses the degree to which
the child/youth is regularly attending school; is placed in a grade level
consistent with age or developmental level; is actively engaged in
instructional activities; is reading at grade level or Individualized
Education Pla (IEP) expectation level; and is meeting requirements for
annual promotion and course completion leading to a high school
diploma or equivalent. This indicator applies to a child/youth eight years or older or attending
school.

Academic Success

‘ Unacceptable Acceptable
Indicator N 1 2 3 % 4 5 6 %
Academic Status 11 0 0 1 9% 1 5 41 91%
Total 0 0 1 9% 1 5 41 91%

Figure19Y Academic Status v { w wSadz (a

The frequency of ratings for the Academic Status indicator is displayed in Figure 19. The
academic status was considered acceptabl@lipercent of the applicable cases, including all
nine out-of-home cases. Acceptable ratings were attributed to placing the child/youth in the
most appropriate school settinggven though the stability of the living arrangement was not
alwaysguaranteedor the children/youth,the school setting was secutieerefore wasa
contributor toO K A f R NB slceeptablizackdemistatus

The one unacceptable rating involves a child/youth who had recently moved into his/her
FILOKSNDRa K2YS yR y23 &8SG 0SSy SyNRBftfSR AY
02 K2g (KS OKAfRkeé&é2dziKQa SRdzOI (iARwWE 2dzy SR &3
level promotion could be ifeopardy

O
2

B ox

J2 |

I OO2NRAY3I (2 LI NIOAOALIN vy (0aS & TdzalSK & Fa dalLISNIF AFaS2yNIe .
referral rate, the Truancy Unit has been completely reassigned and is currently not performing
preventative work like they once did.

Out-of-home CombinedTotal

Educational Situation % # %

Regular KL2 Education 3 60% 2 29% 5 42%

Completed/Graduated 0 0% 1 14% 1 8%

Alternative Education 0 0% 2 29% 2 17%

Other 2 40% 0 0% 2 17%

PartTimeSpecial Education 0 0% 2 29% 2 17%
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In-home Out-of-home CombinedTotal

Educational Situation
Total 5] 100% 7| 100% 12 100%
Figure20: Educational Situation of the Focus Child/Y dut

Figure 20 shows the frequency of children/youth attending different educational settings.

Twelve of the sampled children/youth are enrolled in school; of those, four (33%) were

NB LJ2 NI SR {0 2NBK I @SS Ry ALONR20AfSY&a¢ ARSYGATFASR Fa | &
educational settingsfan-K 2 YS Ol 4Sa4 ¢ SNB NBLI2 NI SRwith & & LIF NI A |
f SFNYAYy3 &dzllllENIL ¢ yR af AFS aiAtta

In three of the six ilnome casesan IEP was needethe child/youth had a currentEPin two
of the three cases. Of the four cof-home cases in which children/youth were found to need
an IEP, three had a cemt IEP.

Indicator 8: Pathway to Independence

The goal of assisting youth is to build the capacities that will enable
them to live safely and function successfully and independently,
consistent with theirages and abilities, following the conclusion of
youth services. This indicator assesses the degree to which the youtt
gaining the skills, education, work experience, connections,
relationships, income, housing, and necessary capacities for living sai
YR Fdzy OQOuA2yAy3a &adzO0SaaFdz t e Ay.\u#u oy U 2F
. . . ) . athway to

is developing longerm connections and informal supports that will
support him/her into adulthood. This indicator applies to any youth
who is age 16 or older and it looks at outcari®eyond forma
independent livingIL)services.

Independence

Unacceptable Acceptable

Indicator

Pathway to Independence | 4 0 2 0| 50% 2 0 0| 50%
Total - 0 2 0| 50% 2 0 0| 50%
Figure21Y Pathways to Independende v { w wSadz G &

As seen in Figure 21, halftbe four applicableout-of-hnome cases were rated as acceptable for
the "Pathway to Independenéendicator. Cases which were rated within the acceptable range
involvedyouth alreadyreceivingindependent living services. Reviewers repottieat life skills
were being actively demonstratdaly the youth obtaining and maintaininfgll-time
employment,havingobtainedvalid identification having ahistory of successful budgeting
including obtaining and paying for car insurance, and passing the @rxeam to become a
licensed driver.
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Unacceptable ratings were attributed to two issues one casgthe youth had only just turned
16 and no IL services had been completed at the time of the re\ietine other casdl
services were deemed insufficiett meetthe needs of the youthOne group
home/congregate care provider statedat he/she was notomfortable with discharge
preparedness of the 18 year ald the provider's carand recommendedhat the youth enroll
in a daily life skills workshop.

PARENTZAREGIVHRUNCTIONING

CKS F2tft26Ay3 AYRAOI 02N SO t dahivierS @othfanial add LI OA
substitute) to provide support to the child/youth.

Indicator 9: Parent/Caregiver Functioning

Parents/caregivers should have and use the necessary levels of knowledge, skills, and
situational awareness to provide their child/youth with nurturance, guidance;aggeopriate
discipline, and supervision necessary for protection, care, and normalagexeht.

Understanding the basic developmental stages that a child/youth experiences, relevant
milestones, expectations, and appropriate methods for shaping behavior are key to parental
OF LI OAd@& G2 &dzl2 NI G KSANJ OK XhisRdichtdrdesds@sitheK S| £ {
degree to which the parent(s), other significant adult(s) and/or substitute caregiver(s), is/are
willing and able to provide the child/youth with the assistance, protection, supervision, and
support necessary for daily livindf.added supports are required in the home to meet the

needs of the child/youth and assist the parent(s) or caregiver(s), those added supports should
Ffada2 YSSi (KS OKAfRkeée2dziKQa ySSRao

/ o,

50%  50%

Mother Father Substitute Caregiver Other

Unacceptable Acceptable
Subindicator
Mother 10] 2| 3| 5| 100 o] o| o 0%
Father 10 2| 2| 1| 50%| 4| 1| 0| 50%
Substitute Caregiver 8 0 0 0 0% 0 5 3| 100%
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Subindicator | N | Unacceptable Acceptable

Other 7 0 0 1 14% 2 3 1| 86%
Total - 4 5 7 46% 6 9 4| 54%
Figure22Y Caiegiver Functioning v { w wSadz G &

As seen in Figure 22, the caregiving functioning of the parents was fouralsignificantly
lacking. Not one of the ten applicable casessfound to have acceptable caregiver functioning
of the mother. This is particularly disconcerting since four oilgouth live in a home with
their mother as a primary caregiver and three have a primary permanencyrgeatied for the
children/youth toremain in theirmotherdrare. Reviewers stated teams were having difficulty
in planning ford KS OK A f RChSB glasure® whierktite anoth€rsregiving functioning was
described as inconsistent, particularlytgrms ofdiscipline. Inconsistencynay be partly
attributed to instances where services warsovided toaddress the needs of the mothers and
aid inachievement of permanencyut, those services were no longkeing provided athe

time of the review.

Mothers were found to be relying hedy on other family members to offer the bulk of

caregiving. The maternal grandmother was adsgdhe motherto become the primary

caregiver foone child/youth from an irhome caseReviewers determined from interviews

with team membersthat without the assistance of the stefather in a separate slmome case

the child/youth would not havéiiss/hery SSRa YSG FyR adag2dzZ R fA]1Ste

¢KS TFOGKSNRAa 7T dzy Olchrdigeledicteptalie in-half@heMgpitable S NJ & | &
casesThese hthers were reported as having fair parenting capabilities and demonstrating a
sincere interest in thevell-beingof their children/youth. For examplen oneout-of-home

case the father was incarcerated but was diligent in maintaining contact tgchild/youth.

This contact was cited as being a strength to the emotiarlbeingof the child/youth who
coincidentlywas not receiving any contact from his/her mothex.father from an iFhome case

had his child/youth move into his home becauke thild/youth was at risk of being removed
TNRY (KS Y2iKSNRa K2YS® wSOASESNA NBLRNISR
is proving to be a capable caregiver.

Services have not improved eithet the parent{rapacitesto provide long tem careto the
children/youth in the majority of applicable casagrvice providers have struggled to assess
definitively the underlying cause of parents' inabilities to meet the needs of their children

The substitute caregivers' functioning was always rated within the acceptable range. Substitute
caregivers were found to provide a safe environment, work coafpezly with parents and
caseworkers, and always put the best ir@sts of the childen/youth first.
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PRACTICBERFORMANCEATUDOMAIN

The Practice Performance Domain section examines the twelve indicators used to assess the
status of core practice functions. These indicators generally focus on the past 90 days from the
date of the onsite review, unless otherwise indicated.

Indicator 1a: Engagement Efforts

For this indicator the central focus is on the diligence shown by the team in taking actions to
find, engage, and build a rapport with the child/youth and families and overcoming barriers to
families' participation. This indicatassesses the degree to which those working with the
child/youth and his/her family (parents and other caregivers) are:

e Finding family members who can provide support and permanency for the child/youth;

¢ Developing and maintaining a culturally competent, mutually beneficialtvased
working relationship with the child/youth and family;

e Focusing on the child/youth and family's strengths and needs;

e Being receptive, dynamic, and willing to make adjustteen scheduling and meeting
locations to accommodate family participation in the service process, including case
planning; and

o Offering transportation and childcare supports, where necessary, to increase family
participation in planning and support effist

64% - 36% 64%  36% 57%  43%

Child Youth Mother Father Substitute Caregiver Other

Unacceptable Acceptable

Subindicator

Child/Youth 13 1 0 1 15% 5 3 3| 85%
Mother 11 0 3 4 64% 3 1 0| 36%
Father 11 2 2 3 64% 2 1 1| 36%
Substitute Caregiver 8 0 1 1 25% 1 3 2| 75%
Other 7 2 0 2 57% 2 1 0| 43%
Total 5 6| 11| 44%| 13 9 6| 56%
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Figure 23 shows the ratings for the Engagement Efforts indicator. Overall, 56 percent of all
ratings for this indicator were acceptable over the five sutticators Engagement with

mothers 64%) was just as likely to be ratedtsidethe acceptable range as engagement with
fathers 64%). This lack of engagement was found to result in inconsistent participation in the
case and services. While many parents wereajppately engaged earlier in the casbe level

of engagement droppedver time In one case, father who was incarcerated received hegh
levels of engagemenwhile in prisonpnce releasedand even more available to be engaged)

he was engaged to much lesser extent.

When mothers and fathers were engageshgagementesulted in proper assessmesservice
referrals, and in one irhome casethe identification ofa new primary caregiver The child's
father was identified, engaged and on his way to becoming the primary caregitrez to
child/youth.

O«
O«
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consisted of stepfathers, grandmothers, and paramours (all of whave primary caregiving
responsibilities over the focus chih/youth), were rarely rated acceptably for engagement.
Three of the four unacceptable rating® substitute caregivers, i.e., family membensre

reported among iFhome cases.

Accordingtal KS & dzLJSNIJA &2 NB Q T 2 OdzinakiBgNEGMphasTiipidved @ 3 NP
and is being utilized as a tool for engagement in York County.

Indicator 1b: Role & Voice

The family change process belongs to the family. The child/youth and/fsinauld have a

sense of personal ownership in the plan and decision process. Service arrangements should
build on the strengths of the child/youth and family and they should reflect their strengths,
views and preferences. This indicator assesses theeddg which the child/youth, parents,

family members, and caregivers are active, ongoing participants (e.g., having a significant role,
voice, choice, and influence) in shaping decisions made about the child/youth and family
strengths and needs, goals,pports, and services.

64%  36%

Child Youth Mother Father Substitute Caregiver Other
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